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INTRODUCT ON 


On July 16, 197, a celegation sopetwted by the Executive 
Committee of the Canadian Federation of Mayors anc Municipalitics, 
hcaded by Mayor Lucicn Borne, Quebec, First Vice-Fresident of the 
Federation, met with the Right Hon. 6.0. Howe, Minister of Recon- 
struction, in QOttewa, In accordance with the instructions of the 
Tenth Annual Conference of the Federation, the aclegation urged 
upon the Feceral Government, through Mr. Howe, the vite! necessity 
for the immediate drafting of a nation-wide program for the cons- 
truction of subsidized low-cost, low-rental housing, anc the rcs- 
ponsibility of the Federal! Government to prepare such a plan, 
draft the necessary tcgistation, and proceed to prompt imp!cemen- 
Eacion: {hereon . 

Following a lengthy ciscussion, the Minister invitec 
the Feaeration to prepare and submit to his Government for consia- 
eration an outline for such a program, which in their opinion would 
best meet the needs of the situation. The Comnittce agreed to do 
this, and appointec Mr. J.O. Asselin, Chairman of the Excoutive 
Cormittee of the City of Montreal, to direct the project. The 
Following pages contain the suggested outline, prepared under the 
direction of Mr. Asseltn by Mr. Gcorge S. Mooney, Consultant to 
the Feceration; which is hereby submitted for consideration, 
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A PROFOSED OUTLINE FOR NATIONAL LOW-RENT HOUSING LEGISLA- 
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a) 


Notes 


l 


CAPITAL COSTS 


For privately sponsored Limited Divident projects: 


THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO LOAN 90% 
OF “THE FULL CONE TRUCTTON. COSTS 


For municipal, provincial, or federal sponsorec 
pro jects: 


THE FEDERAL GOVERNM-=NT TO FINANCE 


on eee 


FULL CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


on the foregoing: 

With respect to the progosal that the Federal! Government 
finance the full construction costs of putlicly spon- 
sored low-rent housing projects reference jis made to the 
Curtis Report (po. 19),) where it is suggested that this 
eouté be cone on the basis of a 90% loan on the completed 
project. lo quote the recommendation: "A workable prin- 
ciple would be to value the improved property (including 
land and the finished buildings) at !0% more than the 
construction costs, in recognition of the enhanced value , 
of the property as a going concern. Land to be furnishee 
by the municipatity, and, by this device, the municipal 


government would be reimbursed for the cost of the tana’, 


As at the present time, in some cases this cost may be 


Ili. 


purely nominal. In other cases such lan¢c would have to 


be acaulred at current market costs. 


Under Part 11 of the National Housing Act (1938) the 
Federal Government undertook to loan to local Housing 
Authorities 90% of the costs of construction (80% to 
Limited Dividend Corporations). The costs of construc- 
tion were defined as being all-inclusive capita! cost — 
ana meant : 
a) Actual expenditures for building; 
b) Cost of land, incliucing site developments ; 
c) architectural, legal, and other expenses 

necessary tO complete the profect. 
In 1938, the proposition that municipalities bear 10% of 
the costs of construction (as above defined) was based 
on the fact that most municipalities throughout Canada, 
certainly all of the larger ones, had large areas of 
serviced land which, because of tax default during the 
depression years, had reverted to municipal ownership. 
To put this vacant and serviced land into use for low- 
rental housing estates would not, at that time, have 
involved local governments in any further outlay of 
funces. In effect, it meant turning a frozen asset into 
an active one. The value of such serviced land, it was 


estimated, woulda represunt and account for the municipal 


10% contribution to the inclusive capital construction 


\ 


COStS. 


In 1947 this premise is no longer valid., The large blocks 
oT distressed tand which were cunteteal nommed in 1948 
have, for the most part, been put into land use curing the 
intervening years. A substantial acreage was made aval l- 
able during the war - much of it at no cost to the Feceral 
Government - for the erection of defence incoustries or for 
the construction of wartime housing. Property so ut} !ized 
iS continuing in use, although much of it is non-revenue 
proaucing to the municipalities. Defence Incoustries have 
been converted to other purposes. Wartime housing, con- 
ceivec as a temporary measure, has been reconditioned for 
permanent occupation, Wost of the remaining munici cally- 
owned land, hela in large blocks, has been sold to private 
incustry or to ortvate housing entrepreneurs. Some of it 
has been utilized or ear-marked for civic development 
purposes, (Parks, playgrounds, municipal buildings, etc.) 
There are few municipalities which now own sufficiently 
large tracts of vacant tana which would be suitable for 


large-scale low-rent housing estates, 


TO expect tne municipalities to contribute towards the 
capital costs of construction would be to impose on therm 
a burden which their limited and strained financial re- 


sources makes them I1!-equippec to assune. Moreover, the 


l 


provision of adequate housing for all Canadian fami lies 

it should be a national financial responsibility. This 

is not to argue that the municipalities have no respon- 

sibtiity. They have. sut it is neither in their inter- 
est, nor in the interest of the nation at targe, to add 

to the already heavy municipal debt structure a further 

foad for housing tndeotecness, the more so inasmuch as, 

over the years, the provision of low-rent housing is 


likely to grow to large proportions. 


Finally, the chicf aim in low-rent housing should be to 
cut costs to the minimum without sacrificing the stan- 
dards of sound construction nor jeoparcizing the amen- 
ities Of good living. In this regard the costs of money 
and its carrying charges are an important and control't- 
able factor, Ottawa can borrow more cheaply than the 
municipalities and some municipalities more cheaply than 
others. In orcer to equitize the financing of publicly 
sponsored jow-rent housing the Federal Government is the 
logical single agency for providing and underwriting the 


inclusive costs of construction, 


In this connection a possidie source of cacital funds 
woulcd be Tor the Federal Government to utilize the 


Annual Savings Bond Campaign and offer it to the Canadian 


Ce 


pcople as an Annual Housing Bond issuc guaranteed by the 
Federal Government. A public issue of this sort would 


prove popular and the flow of funds ample for the purpose. 


INTEREST AND REPAYMENT CHARGES 


a) In view of the social nature of jow-rent housing 
it should be possible for projects falling within 
this category to be financed at no more than 23%, 
plus an additional 1/8% to cover administrative 
Costs. 


b) The amortization period should be up to 45 years. 


Notes on the foregoing: 


Under Part 11 of the Nationa! Housing Act (1948) loans 
to Limited Dividcnd Housing Corporations were to heve 
borne interest at the rate of 12% per annum, payable 
half-yearly; anc toans to other Local Housing Author- 
ities were to have been at the rate of 2% per annun, 
payable half-yearly. (As the repayments to the Federal 
Government were to have been blended payments of prin- 
cipal and interest aimed at amortizing the toan in 
approximately 45 years, the total yearly payment for a 
Limited Dividend Corporation would have been 32% of the 
principal amount of the loan, payable 1-7/8% half-yearly; 
and the total yearly payment for other Local Housing 
Authorities would have worked out at % of the principal 


amount of the loan, payable 2% half-yearty). 


if. tn recommending an amortization period “up to 35 years" 
we have in mind that anton be more appropriate (de- 
pending largely on the source of, capital funds) if the 
bonds were to mature in a shorter period, say 25 years 
with an optional renewasle privilege for a Turther 

eriod, 10 years or more, at the end of that time. such 

a orocecure would influence the interest rate and woulc 
not necessari ly require that sinking funds be set aside 
to comptetely liquidate the full capital outlay within 
the 25 year period. Assuming that 75% of the capital 
costs coulc be met through sinking funcs at the expira- 
tion of a 25 year period, the balance of the financing 
required (25%) over the remaining tO year or more period 


would be reacily renewable. 


4. HOUSING LOANS TO WHOM? 

To facilitate the construction of low-rental housing projects 

in Canada, the Federal Government should provide loans on the 

basis and in the manner suggested to three broad groups of 

AGENCIES: 

a) LIMITED DIVIDEND HOUSING CORPORATIONS 

A Limited Dividend Housing Corporation means a cor- 
poration (or an individual or a cooperative society) 
organized to construct, hold and manage houses built 


as a low-rental housing project, cable to finance a 


minimum of 10% of the inclusive construction costs, 
and which undertakes to limit the cividends payable 
on that portion of the shares privately-owned to a 


maximum interest rate of l% annually. 


b) LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITY 
A Local Housing Authority means any municipality or 
public body created by a municipality having author- 
ity to construct, hold and manage houses built as a 


low-rental housing project. 


c) PROVINCIAL HOUSING AUTHORITY 
A Provincial Housing Authority means any Provincial 
Body created by a Frovince having authority to con- 
struct, hold anc manage houses built as a low-rental 


housing project. 


Notes on the foregoing: 

i. There is nothing substantially new in the foregoing 
definition of agencies to whom federal loans for tfow- 
rent housing projects should be made avaitable. Under 
Part 11 of the National Housing Act (1938), loans to 
both Limited Dividend Housing Corporations (80%) and 
Local Housing Authorities (90%) were contemplated, And 
under the existing Federal Housing Legislation 90% joans 

were made available (50 years at 3%) to Housing Enter- 


prises Ltd., which, in effect, was a Limited Dividend 


Housing Corporation created by several of the !arger in- 
surance companies whose 10% investment in the undertaking 
was limited to a 5% civicend return backed by a govern- 
ment guarantee that, in any case, such investment would 


~“ 


eern a minimum of 25%. 


fi. the new feature is the suggestion that the meaning of a 
Limited Dividend Housing Corporation be broadened to in- 
cluce (a) an individual housing entrepreneur; (b) a co- 
operative housing society. We make this recommendation 
for two reasons: (a) in order to set the speculative 
buitcer to work to provide small houses for low-rental 
purcoses; and (b) to encourage families of low income 
but of sound integrity to band together for the purpose 
of providing their own housing need. ~ (In the United 
Kingdom pre-war nousing legislation provided subsidies 
to private builcers who created houses of the same stan- 
cards as those crected by public authorities and who 
rented to low-income families and observed the same con- 
citions as those laid down for other publi¢ housing pro- 
jects. Under this arrangement private entreprise bui It 
475,000 low-rent suodsidized dwellings between 1921 and 


1939; approximately 30% of the total constructed). 


We also recommend that in any conlemp!tated legislation 


provision be mace for dealing with Provincial Housing 


Authorities as wet! as Local Housing Authorities. This, 
inasmuch as we envisage that low-rent housing projects 

might be- proceeded with in some of the provinces by pro- 
vinctal rather than local housing authorities, (For ine 


stance, in Nova Scotia, the Nova Scotia Housing Commission.) 


fyi, We also recormenc that the maximun interest rate allowable 
to the investments of a Limited Dividend Housing Corpora- 


tion be fixed at 1%. 


lr ANNUAL RENTAL SUBSIDY 

In order to maintain the character and purpose of {ow-rent 

Nnousing projects if will be essential to provide a rental 

subsicy (based on the farnily {ncome anc size of family) for 

most tenant householcs occupying the property. | 
THIS SUBISDY SHOULD BE WHOLLY PROVIDED BY THE FUDERAL 
GOVERNMEeNT FOR HICH PURPOSE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
SHOULD FORTH»: HTH | ESTABLISH A NATIONAL RENT REot HC TLON 
— | 


Notes on the foregoing: 
i, Appropriations for the National Rent Recuction Fund 
would be voted annually by the Parliament of Canaca. 
The total amount so voted woulda be met from current 


national revenue for which tax provision would have 


t+ >» be made, 


iis. Any properly constituted housing agency as heretofore 
defined (See Section 3 of this memorandun) and which 
constructs and manages low-rental housing projests 
would, uncer the terms of the proposed new Housing 
Legistation, contract with the Federal Government to 
obtain annual payments from the Rent Reduction Fund 

im such an amount as woulc offset the deficit accruing 
consequent upon the actual costs of amortization and 
management less the amount of rental income from the 


tenant occupants of the property. 


Ve 


The inescapable fact about low-rent housing is that no 
matter what economies may be effectea or how low-cost 
the project may be, there will! be some families who 
are unable to afford the economic rent which such ac- 
commocation requires in order to support its capi tal 


costs and carrying characes. 


An annual rental subsidy (of one form or another) has 
come to be almost universally recognized as the vest anc 
most practicable technique for overcoming the proolem. | 
It is the basic principle now Incorporated in the lowe 
rent housing legistation of the United Kingoon, the 
United States, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and 


sweden. 


"A rental subsidy has the merit of being flexible and 
sub ject to variation if circumstances or experience 
demand, It is straightforward itn effect and undcerstand- 
able as a rent-reduction fund applied to a clear-cut 


social welfare purpose.” (Curtis Report, p. I9)). 


While we recommend that the subsidy be wholly provided 
by the Federal Government we do not excluce the possi- 
bl lity of provincial contributors. We do feel, bdianiag, 
that inasmuch as there would be an inevitable delay  be- 


fore all the provinces woulda agree t such an uncertaking 


MR & 
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and, in view of the urgency of need for tow-rent housing, 
that the Federal Government, in the first instance, 
should undertake to provide the entire rental subsidy 


costs, 


The principle of rental subsidy was written into Part 11 
of the National! Housing Act. Uncer its terms it was pro- 
vided that where, for any reason, the economic rent 
charges were Such as © be burdensome for families of low 
income, the Minister of Finance was authorized to approve 
an agreement between the municipality or the provincial 
govermrment and the Local Housing Authority whereby the 
municipality or the Provincial Government would under- 
take to make periodic additions contributions to a rent 


reduction fund for the purpose of allowing reductions In 


rentals. 
The exact amount of subsidy will vary from year to year. 
ft will depend on many things. First, to the limits sect 


For the construction costs, Second, to the extent which 
these costs cannot be met by a full economic rent. Thired, 
to the actual family income of the tenant households in 
Cac Separare project... -FOUrTa, LO the Size oF thelr 
Tamilies, Fifth, to the costs of maintenance and manage- 
ment. Sixth, to local tax costs, Al! of these are 


variables so that the rental subsidies payable In any one 


I? 


year will fluctuate according to the prevailing circum- 
stances affecting the cost and income factors in each 
Scpar date. DOuUSinG project. Ine CUrirs Report envisaged 
that the minimum annual subsidy woulca be of the order 


of 4 to 3% of the total cost. 


ix Iu is-assuned, of course, since low-rent housing would 
be the subject of subst dy, that projects constructed 
would be confined to moderate standards, Srecred ‘at 
minimum cost and with every soonicny, and that an upper 
income limit and a clear definition of the groups who 
are to be accorded acconmodat ion wil! be written {into 


the enabling legislation. 


5. LOCAL TAXATION 


"One of the most critical points, which past experience 


has shown will determine. the response of cities and 
towns to low-rent housing fegislation is the basis on 
which the project will be related to the municipal tax 
Structure.” 


(Corts Report, po. 196) 
As an approach to this aspect of the annual maintenance 
costs of low-rental housing projects the following formula 
is proposed: 


FOR PURPOSES OF LOCAL TAXATION OF LOW-RENT HOUSING 

PROJECTS THE AMOUNT OF SUCH TAXATION TO BE. COMPUTED 
BY CAPITALIZING AT 5% THE MAXIMUM RENT WHICH THE 
AGGREGATE OF TENANT FAMILIES OCCUPYING ANY PROJECT 

WOULD NORMALLY PAY FOR NON-SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

ACCOMMODATION. ~~SSSOSCSC<(<(‘iST 


Cc re to 


OR, IN UIEW OF THE FOREGOING, THAT THE MUNICIPALITIES 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE FINANCIAL COSTS OF LOCAL LOW-RENT 
HOUSING BE IN THE FORM OF A DIRECT CONTRIBUTION TO THE 
PROPOSED NATIONAL RENT REDUCTION FUND IN SOME EQUIVALENT 
RATIO TO .HAT WOULD HAVE BEEN THE TAX CONCESSION IN 
TERMS OF THE FOREGOING FORMULA. 


OR, IN THOSE INSTANCES WAWERE A MUNICIPAL TTY 1S PZRMIT TED 


’ 
UNDER PROVINCIAL STATUTE TO GRANT TAX CONCE. SEONS OF 
ONE FORM OR ANOTHER, THAT THE FEDZRAL GOVERNMENT ACCEPT 
SUCH CONCESSIONS AS THE BASIS OF THE LOCAL FINANCIAL 
CONTRIBUTION AND THAT THY BE PROPORTIONATELY EQUIVALENT 
TQ WHAT WOULD HAVE BEEN THE QONCESS]ON UNDER THE FORMULA. 


DUN GREP ERREO: 10. 


EXAMPLE § 

it fs generally agreed that the maximum rent which 
a low-income family can afford to pay should not exceed 20% 
of the tota}! family income, Presuming Family "A" is In re- 
celot of a total annua! income of $1000, then 20% of that 
would be $200, 


This amount ($200), therefore, represents the annual 


maximum rent which this family coulda be expected to pay Tor 
its shelter needs. | 

if this emount is capitalized at 5% (an average svi 
return on residential property) the value of the property oc- 
cupied by Family "A™ for local assessment purposes would be 
$4000, although, In Fact, the actual costs of the house might 
oe substantially higher. 

Silmilarly, the aggregate of the maximum rent-paying 
capacities of all the families occupying houses in the pro- 
seriyy, capitalized at 5%, would be the basis for the annual} 
assessment of the property for ltocal taxation purposes, 

Where such revenues are shared by municipal corpora- 
tions and school conmissions, the portion receivable by each 
would be pro-rata to the existing municipal and school rates, 
(In some provinces this may require an amencment to existing 


legistation.) 


Notes on the foregoing: 


le 


pee 


The proposed formula provides an equitable and sound 
basis for local taxation of low-rental housing projects. 
It recognizes a ceiling beyond which tow-income fami lies 
cannot efford to pay an economic rent for minimum stan- 
dard housing. Most of these families are now occupying 
opsolescent or inferior housing which, in theory If not 
always in Fact, is assessed at values which bear a rela- 
tionship to the rental income which they procuce. If 
the rental! income on an existing property aggregates 
$200 per annun it is not tikely that such a property 
woulc be valued on the municipal assessment rolls in 


excess of $000, 


On this basis, no loss would be sustained to civic 
revenue, nor would existing property owners be pre ju- 
diced against, were modern low-rental housing projects 
to be taxed at the average prevailing assessed valuation 
for residential non-subsidized housing of the sort which 


re-~housed low-income families hitherto have occupied, 


On the other hand, no accitiona! tax. burden would be 


placed on a low-renta! housing project simply by virtue 


Of its higher costs due to its more modern end more 


anenable facilities ana its erection at a time of high 


construction costs, The {ncidence of taxation under 


Ve 
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this formula Is thereby relatec not to the capital 
costs of construction but to the social welfare pur- 
poses of the undertaking limited by a frank recognition 
of the normal tax-paying ability of those whom the 


1 


undertaking serves, 


Under Part I! of the National Housing Act (1938) muni- 
cloalities were rccuired not to levy municipal taxes on | 
low-rent housing put it under the Act in excess of 1% of 
the cost of construction, The municipality had also be. 
agree not to levy any taxes on the Income of the 10cal 
Housing Authority. Moreover, in the case of a Limi tec 
Divicend Housing Authority, an agreement was required 
from the municipality, that if at any time before the 
housing loan was paid off, its net earnings were In- 
sufficient to pay the full amount of the payments due 
the Federa| Government, the Municipality was to forego 
al! taxes or such fesser amount as would enable the 
Limited Dividend Corporation to make the payments in 


FULT s 


It was this feature. of the 1938 Act which, perhaps more 
than any other, proved the stumbI!ng-block in municipal 
council Is throughout the country. Not that the munici- 


palities are opposed to suosidized low-rental housing, 


Wiles 


I" 


or that they are unwilling to coonerate in plans aimed 
at ameliorating existing conditions. Simply that they 
are opposed to the principle of tax exemption of the 


sort contemplated. 


Various beeccien In the form of tax«remission or @xX-~ 
emotion have from time to time been put forwara as a 
cevice for securing a Financial contribution from muni - 
cipalities as their share of the cost of providing anc 
maintaining low-rent housing. On the face of it this 
looks like a reasonable proposition, On examination, 


ic 1S: HOt; 


Tax exemption of one form or another (Crown property, 
poth Federal and Provincial, Church and School property, 
ctc.) is already a heavy ourden on municipal tax-payers. 
This would not be too serious couta the municipalities 
look elsewhere to augment their civic revenues or, if 

by exemption, further municipal cCOSts on account of such 
properties (both direct and indirect) were not involved, 


Unfortunately, this is not the case, 


real property, with the notable exception of the City of 
Montreal, is almost the sole source of revenue for local 
governments anc every additional piece of property put 


into land use adds its cumulative pressure in requiring 


Xo 
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additional expencitures of civic funcs for a variety of 
purposes, some directly linked to the property, others 
only indirectly. (Street widening, street extension, 


street lighting, larger sewers, parks, playgrounds, 


3 


police and fire stations, ctc. ctc.) 


Moreover, the ever widening field of social welfare 
costs are imposing an added burden on the limited fi- 
nancial resources of municipal governments, which can 
only be met. by passina the cost on to loca! property 
owners, The municipalities have strenuously opposec 
this tendency on the part of senior governments to pass 
on a portion of social service costs back to the munici- 


4. 


palities anc same provincial governments, recognizing 


3 
the inability of locat governments to assume such costs, 
have, by grants-in-aid and other forms of assistance, 
relieved them of the responsibility. Low-rent housing, 
desirable though it is, is not a burden to be added to 


the already narrow and restricted revenuc resources of 


local governments. 


"Yt is better to recognize that subsidized housing re- 
Quires revenue to be collected fron some part of the 
community, national ly speaking, for redistribution in 


the specific form of low-renta! housing, and to place 


Sly 
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this tevy where it can best and most equitably be 
collected." (i.e., the Federal Goverrment). 


(Curtis Report, p. 196) 


Further reduction of the taxing power or fresh inroads 
into the limited revenue resources of local governmenis 
for other than purely municipal costs of acministration 
are a step backward, net forward, jm rationalizing the 
municipal finance simtued. Tax exemption of low-rent 
housing is of these proportions. Its inclusion in any 
federally-sponsored low-rent housing legistation would 


not oc received with endorsation by responsible focal 


goverrment administrators throughout the country. 


Further, (to again quote the Curtis Resort) tax exemp- 
tion is "apt to be an inflexibte fon of subsiay which 
may easily lose its relationship to need$3 and will cer- 
tainly strengthen the barrier of discrimation between 
the population in tow-rental houses and other sections 


of the community." (pn. 196) 


Rather, we believe that something along the lines of 
our proposed formula more nearly mects the realitics 
and needs of our Canadian ebluat ioe, While it defin- 
itely prososes that low-rent housing oro jects should 


bear their proportionate share of the costs of toca! 


6, 
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goverrment services anc acministration, it !s so con- 
ceived as not to take advantage of the better housing 
accormodation which subsidized low-rent housing woulc 
offer to tow-jncome families.’ The formula woulda not 
impose on the management of these projects throum 
direct taxation, or on the tenant occupants througn 
indirect taxation, the full assessment value which, 
normally, residential property measured solely by its 
capital costs, pays into municipal treasuries. In 
effect, the municipal tax revenue from these projects 
would work out et, and be comparable to, the average 
level prevailing In the municipality for non-subsi di zed 


rental property in the same rent ranges. 


Technological Economies 


There remains the matter of utilizing in any lowerent 
housing project the best technological experience available 
almed at rationalizing construction technique and the use 
of low-cost but acceptable bui tcing matertais., 

We are pursuaded that there are effective economies 
to be galned by utilizing certain materials now available 
and by a oetter organization of the man-power on the job 
and in a rational and steady flow of building metarials to 


the site, 


c | 


In this connection we urge the Federal Government to 
enploy a more comprehensive and more imaginative policy with 
respect to housing materials research and construction. 
such a policy might include the Building of experimental 
housing in selected communities throughout the country anc, 
conceivably, the financing of ori vate ly-managed construct fon 
companies organized for the special purpose of ljarge-scaic 


low-cost housing construction. 


fe Housing loans to familics of limited means 

In acdition to the foregoing, we strongly recommend 
that the existing National Housing Act be amend in ornee 
to provide more liberal lending facilities with a view to 
encouraging credit-worthy families of limitec means to own 
their own homes. To this end, we suggest: 

a) That the percentage of housing loans guaranteed 
to the tending Institutions by the Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation be established as follows: 

I. 100% for a dwelling not exceeding $5,000. in 
construction costs conditional upon the appticant 
Obeing  credit-worthy and that he possesses a 
housing lot free of all! encumbrances, 

2. 9O% of any additional amount up to $2,000. 

4. (0% of ay amount in excess of $7,000. 


b) In order to finance the building of such housing 


while under construction, the Central Mortgage and Housing 
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Corporation to guarantee to the lending institution up to 
25% of the total joan as from the first day actual con- 
struction §S uncer way. 

c) Interest rates to be at the rate of 32% with 
loans to be emortized over a period up to 25 years. 

d) inorder to facilitate en loans to Individual 
family heacs who, because of age or Some other disability, 
may not qualify as credit-worthy for long-term housing joan, 
we recommend that the Federal Government examine the prac- 
ticabi lity of making available a joint family joan in 
which, should the head of the fami ly die, OP “FOr Orner 
reasons become unable to discharge the oan, the obligation 
would be assumed by the femily or such person or persons 


Signatory to the loan, 


1s] o © db g @ o F] 0 Ss r) 


In short, we believe that the provision of adequate shelter 
accommodation for low-income fami lies throughout Canada is a 
nationat-wide social objective which transcends mere govern- 
mental responsibility. It is a long-term undertaking which 
should commend itself to every thoughtful citizen. Perhaps 
more than any other single social goat it is the tangible ex- 
pression of our falth that democracy in action {is superior to 


any other Torm of community or state organi zation,, 


C9 


To achieve its end we need a concerted and cooperative 
effort participated in by all those concerned in one way or 
another with the financing, management anc construction of 
low-rent housing. By the tempering of the profit motive anc 
with a strong recognition that herein ties a ficid of common 
endeavour through which we can make the Canadian Way of Life 
amore meaningful experience to every citizen, we believe the 
present emergency cen be rapidly resolved and the way cleared 
for a consistent and continuing policy of adequate housing 
for all wage groups in the years ahead, 

The responsioitity for initiating such a program belonas 
to the Federal Government and does not end until every 


Canadian family is property and adequately housed, 


